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Preface 


This document is the initial installment in the continued History 
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. It is concerned first 
with the development of problems in strategic target planning during 
the 1950s and the evolution of plans for the integration of the activi¬ 
ties of the various commands into one plan; second with the organization 
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff at Headquarters SAC; and 
third with the preparation of the first Single Integrated Operational 
Plan. In the preparation of this history the historian did research 
in JSTPS files at Headquarters SAC and in the files of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in Washington. Documents indicated as.exhibits (Ex) are on 
file in the History & Research Division; Directorate of Information; 
Headquarters SAC. 
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Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates’ decision of l6 August i960 to / 
establish a joint staff at Headquarters Strategic Air Command (SAC) 
under the direction of Commander in Chief, SAC, brought together for 
the first time all elements of the armed services with a strategic nuc¬ 
lear capability into one integrated operational plan.^ Secretary Ga~es 

considered the decision the most important he had made in seven years 
2 

in the Pentagon, Perhaps the magnitude of this action can be better 
appreciated, after a review of the history of planning and coordination 
activities for the strategic nuclear offensive Between 1952 and i960. 

✓ 


Between the end of World War II and the beginning of the Korean 
War, SAC had a virtual monopoly on the means of -deliwring atomic wea¬ 
pons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) drew SAC -forces under its direct 
operational control in 19^6 and strengthened these bonds in subsequent 

years by preventing usurpation of control of SAC forces by theater cam- 

3 

manders. Therefore, during these years no coordination problems 
existed in planning and executing the atomic .offensive, but by the 
early 195Cs the situation was changing because of a proliferation of 
weapons and delivery vehicles. 


The United States Wavy announced In 1952 that all of its new at¬ 
tack planes were capable of carrying tactical atqmic bombs, and that 
it had on hand ^ircraft capable of delivering large bombs. Ifewly 
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activated tactical units in Europe and the Far East also became able 
to deliver small weapons. Indeed, the Secretary of the Air Force, 
Thomas K. Finletter, announced that "nearly all" U3AF combat aircraft 


vere being modified to carry them.^ Hie time was also rapidly approach¬ 


ing when the Soviet Union would became a major atomic power. It ex¬ 
ploded an atomic device in 1949, and a year later USAF credited Russia 
witn already .caving a "formidable long range air force" which by 1952 
could cover all of the United States. 5 fof 

To meet this increased Soviet threat the JCS acted to gain more 
direct control of the nation’s expanding atonic force. In March 1952 
an ad hoc ccmmi+.tee of that group examined existing procedures for con- 
trol and coordination of atcmic operations and recommended centralizing 
them a.or maximum bombing effect and minimum interference between forces, 
-he JCS agreed and established facilities for lateral coordination of 
planning called Joint Coordination Centers (JCC) in Europe and the Far 
East.* They vere war roan facilities for receipt,- compilation, display, 
review, coordination, and relay of information concerning the plans and 
operations of atomic forces for the benefit of the unified and specified 
commanders concerned and the JCS.**^ This was operational coordination, 
that is, it took place after hostilities began. 

Buckinghamshire, United Kingdom, and Pershing -Heights, Tokyo,• Janan. 
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Early exercises of the Joint Coordination Centers disclosed a re¬ 
quirement for pre-hostilities coordination of camnan&ers 1 atomic plans. 
Accordingly, in 195^j the JCS asked each appropriate commander to sub¬ 
mit an atomic annex, i.e., a target list, to his war plan and to coor¬ 
dinate it with theater commanders and CINCSAC. • In 1955 SAC was directed 
to act as host for a conference of appropriate commanders to determine 
a methodology or "modus operand!" for defeat of canmunist air power. 

This conference failed to agree on anything except the requirement for 
periodic coordination of atomic war plans. With JCS approval these con¬ 
claves beceme known as World-Wide Coordination Conferences (WWCC). They 
vere held each subsequent year through 195B. Plans coordinated at these 
conferences and approved by the JCS were prepositioned with the Joint 
Coordination Centers for operational coordination required by an exer¬ 
cise or the initiation of hostilities. The total, coordination activity 
pre- and post-hostility, was known as the atomic coordination machinery 



Hc*r successful was this machinery? The magnitude of the problem 


probably can be appreciated best by recalling the complex problems of 


generation, launch, mutual support, and maximum bombing, involved in 
preparing a single command 1 s strike plan. These factors vere manage¬ 
able because the work went on within the framework of a common doctrine. 
When coordination between c omman ds with different concepts, doctrines, 
traditions, and techniques was attempted, the problems became formid- 
aole. On the positive side, var3-d-wi&e conferences did enable canmanders 
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Russified 


to appreciate more fully each others capabilities,, tasks, objectives, 


and plans. Target lists, forces, and strike timing were discussed and 


compared. Sane conflicts were avoided. Yet the defects of the program 
were clearly more evident than its successes, at least to SAC. The con¬ 
ferences did not solve targeting conflicts; for. example, in the 1957 
and 1958 meetings duplications and triplications (two or more commands 
delivering weapons to the same target) were not significantly reduced. 
Neither did they achieve mutual support cr unity of strategic effort 
among uhe JOb commanders. At the JCCs, operational coordination proce¬ 
dures depended upon a highly sophisticated cccmmi cat ions' system. ' Dur- 
ing peacetime exercises the camnuni cations tine lag between sending and 
receipt of messages tended to increase causing a backlog; under combat 
conditions the system^ efficiency would be greatly reduced. In each 
of the exercises of the JCC machinery from 1958 through i960 over 200 
time over target (TOT) conflicts highlighted the degree of conflict in 
existing execution plans. In wartime, with disrupted cammuirlcations, 
this could result in needless loss of aircraft and.crews. A comparison 
of target lists and sane conflict resolution were the net gains in four 
years of coordination effort. General N. F* Twining, Chairman of the 
JCS, believed one fundamental principle had evolved from these coordi¬ 
nation activities: ”• « . atonic operations must be pre-planned for 

automatic execution to the maximum extent possible and With minimum 
reliance on post-E-Bour ccnmnini cat ions •’ * 
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The Se arch for More Effective Coordination 

The Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 (Public lav 85-599), passed 
by Congress on 23 July 1958, seemed to open new vistas for better coor¬ 
dination of the strategic offensive. President Eisenhower, in outlin¬ 
ing his plan to the Congress, emphasized "... the vital necessity of 

complete unity in our strategic planning and basic operational direc- 

,.10 

. tion. It was necessary that the Secretary of Defense and the Joinu 
Chiefs have the authority to tsOce action in these matters, The Air 
Force, traditionally in favor of integration along functional lines, 
supported the President’s program, as did the Army. 11 The Navy was 
less enthusiastic. 12 Jgfi" 

Armed with increased authority over the development and operation 
of new weapon systems given him by the reorganization act, 1 ^ the Secre¬ 
tary of Defense, then Neil McEIroy, examined plans for. the new Fleet 
Ballistic Missile or Polaris, then in development. In December 1958 

he asked the Joint Chiefs for their views on the future employment of 
the systgn. 1 ^ 


As spokesman for the Air Force, General Thecas D. White advocated 
creation of a unified US Strategic Command, to encompass subordinate 
units from the Air Force (heavy and medium bombers and intermediate and 
intercontinental ballistic missiles) and the Navy Polaris. With ap¬ 
proval of the JOS, the CINCSAC would develop the : organization so it 
could be functional by the time Polaris became operational. Strategic 
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Air Command personnel would be integrated with those of the pa icipa 


ing services and assigned to the new headquarters. General White oe- 
lieved a unified strategic command provided the organizational struc 
Pure best suited for developing maximum effective atonic offensive 


plans j^T 

. The Army, Wavy, and Marine Corps were in general opposition to -he 

Air Force plan. Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of llaval Operations, od- 

jected to integrating all strategic weapon systems into a single com- 

^ 3_o 

mand and recommended rejection of the Air Force position. ®ie Navy 

had earlier ashed that Polaris be assigned to Commander in Chief, At¬ 
lantic (CUTCIAM!) and eventually to United States Commander m Ch^ef, 
Europe (USCIKCEux) and Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPac). Admiral 
Burke saw little need for change: in his opinion coordination had been 
working well since the 1958 Reorganization Act and integration of So¬ 
laris into the fleet would pose no targeting problems. Assignment of 
an weapon systems to a single command, on the other -hand, "... - would 
disrupt and alter the U.S. defense organization." • Authority already 
existed in the JCS to prevent undesirable duplications in strategic tar 
geting, planning, and weapons employment and the CWO believed It should 
remain there. 19 The Army generally agreed with the Wavy, but it be¬ 
lieved the entire investigation was premature. It would assign Polaris 
to the fleet and examine, its command structure laoer when it had becan 
a proven system. 20 The Marine Corps favored making - the JCS responsible 
for selection of targets, after whioh the unified commanders would 
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assign then to attack forces. I^fMriSlssigiMKit of targets to one 
commander would create a "monolithic" structure to control aircraft 
and land and fleet missiles which would have great coordination proo 
lems and he vulnerable if communications were destroyed. 


As a result of this disagreement, a split decision paper was P- e 
sented to the SecDef . 22 Although General White reported Mr. McElroy 
did not believe a decision on command arrangements was urgent because 
the system would not become operational until late in i 960 , tnere 
was no doubt that the Secretary intended to press for improvement of 
target coordination procedures. In late July, following an EWO b-ief 
ing at Headquarters SAC for the SecDef and members of the JCB, he re¬ 
quested the Chairman present his views on this problem. Jj&P 

In his reply. General Twining reviewed the history of coordination 
to date and concluded . .not much more progress can be achieved 
under the present arrangements . . . He rejected'modifications 

to the existing machinery, advocating instead "fundamental changes 
to the system. The problem divided into three categories, (l) tar j 

geting policy, (2) development of integrated operational plans, and j 

( 3 ) control of strike forces. Regarding the first, he inclined toward 
the Air Force counter force philosophy, believing the target system 
should include (in order of priority) long range nuclear delivery capa¬ 
bility, government and military control centers, war making resources, 
and population centers. After adoption of a targeting policy, in the 
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Chairman's opinion the commander responsible lor the atra^e 

should develop a national strategic targeting system or i - 

to review V J-2 (Intelligence). On the second question, 

to review u. ^ charge 

an integrated operational plan was definitely needed. . 

with its development, .aval carriers would no, he 
pre-planned strategic targets, hut when Polaris developed a sigru 
operational capahility it wonld he brought into the integrated P^n. 

On the third issue, the Chairman reasoned that if the above ac « 

„ere tahen the question of operational control and problems « -ual 
interference would he "simplified." Phe predation of a nations 

strategic target list C-*L> - • — 0Pe " ’ sis 

-nrovlde a sound oasis 

(SIC?) would, in General mining's words, ■ • • - . 

f or necessary coordination of operational plans of local —— 

^ _were i 


0 ^ y after decision on these issues were made, 
; a command decision, and enforced, would there he progress 

27 


with CINCSAC's ulan. 


in the area of target coordination. 

u. +>, 0 q^oDef. the Chairman ^ 
At the time he presented his views to the Serf*,, 

- w- he services on the issues of targeting coo. 
sought the positions of ohe £g _ ^ an inter . 

dination by requesting answers to 1« questions. 

service ad hoc committee prepared a reply to the questions. 

each service individually prepared their answers..- ** in the ^ 

0I ccm nd and ccmtrol of Polaris, a wide divergence of opinion existed 

petween the services. But no farther action was tahen on the matter 
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during 1959# awaiting the completion of Study 2009# an optimum target 
system for general war being prepared for Presidential approval 

Secretary McElroy also left office in December 1959# the task w' 
of resolving the target coordination problem fell to his successor, 

Thomas S. Gates. The new SecDef gave early indications that.he in¬ 
tended to take action. On 20 January he told the Joint Chiefs that 

he wished to discuss SM-171-59 (the split decision Polaris paper) at 
' vp 

their convenience. Events during early spring provided fresh evi¬ 
dence that action was needed. Representatives to a coordination con¬ 
ference at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE) agreed 
that targeting of a wide variety of weapons without a waste of re¬ 
sources was ", . . far beyond the capability of coordination confer- 
ences." The senior representative of CINCEur and CIRCSAC stated in 
their memo to the JCS: "With the increased number of weapons- and their 
diversified utilization, it appears that an efficient application of 
the force can only he accomplished by a single authority ■* 

Meanwhile, the" issue remained stalled at the roadblock of conflict- .■ 

ing service positions. On 6 May General Twining advised the Secretary 

that the Chiefs could not agree on a response to the l8 questions; 

their individual views were forwarded. ^ After a two-day discussion 

in the middle of June in which the service positions were freely dis- 

56 ' 

cusBed with the new Secretary, the Joint Staff prepared a paper ex¬ 
panding on differences in the areas of policy, target detection, and 
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planning and coordination. J * The Joint Chiefs were in agreement that 
a basic targeting policy was needed to translate guidance contained in 
Study 2C09 and the President's decision on the Btudy into workable in- 

n 

structions for unified and specified commanders ; and that guidance was 
needed for selection of targets in a national target list, ^ but they 
differed on what that policy should be.^ General Twining felt the 
elements of this diversity arose, partially at least, from endemic con¬ 
ceptual differences. He urged that the JCS not wait'for a "perfect 
solution. io fit action to the word, he proposed a national strategic 
targeting policy. Service positions went to the SecDef as 34-696-60 
on 20 July i960. _J 

On 16 August i960, after over a year of consideration by the JCS L " 
and two Secretaries of Defense, the issues of command and control of 
strategic systems and strategic targeting became the subject of a SecDef 
decision. It was a clear compromise, indorsing neither the Air Force 
position favoring a unified command, nor the Wavy position that exist¬ 
ing JCo machinery could do the work. Recognized by Secretary Gates 
was CINCSAC’s extensive experience in strategic planning. The individ¬ 
ual designated as CIHC3AC, acting as the agent of the JCS, would col¬ 
lect at Headquarters SAC a team of experts fran all services to prepare 
a plan for all U.S. forces committed to the initial strategic strike 
effort. CIHCSAC's duties as Director of Strategic Target Planning (DSTP) 
were an additional and separate responsibility,^ 1 On 18 August Secre¬ 
tary Gates assigned as General Power’s deputy Rear Admiral (subsequently 
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P-cmo^ed to Vice Admiral) Edvard IT. Parker, an expert in nuclear wea¬ 
pons and.former head of the Defense Atomic Support Agency. 42 JflKsf 

Organization 


General Power began immediately to gather his inter-service staff 
at Headquarters SAC. Actions to bring in new people and organize and 
train them in SAC methods proceeded at a brisk pace and they constituted 
.he organization's main problems during the early femulative months. 

Time for preparation of the first plan was short; the SecDef wanted it 
done by early December. 43 

The organization was kept as small as possible/ with maximum par¬ 
ticipation of the existing SAC staff, but all services participated in 
all aspects of planning. Commands involved (SACEUR, CXNCLAJ1T, CINCPac, 
CHTCA1, and CINCTEIW) were requested to send representatives to a 24 
August meeting at Offutt APB to discuss organization and manning. 44 
Three days later a proposed organizational structure to perform the 
main work assigned, i.e., preparation of a Rational Strategic Target 
Ust (ITSTL) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP),'was pre¬ 
pared and forwarded to the JCS. 45 


The organization was divided into two general categories (see 
Chart next page). The first was the Office of the Director. General 
Power, in his capacity as Director of Strategic Target, Planning,- had 


as Ms mission to: 


46 
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a. Organize a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 
consisting of personnel from the various services 
possessing the required skills to perform the 
targeting and planning functions - Jfff) 

b. Develop and maintain the ITSTL and the STOP for 
attack of the targets on the NSTL. JO®)'. 

c» Submit the NSTL and the SIOP to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff for review and approval, highlighting 
points of difference which he resolved during 
the preparation of the NSTL and the St OP. 

Also assigned to this office was a deputy, who assumed the responsibili¬ 
ties of the Director in his absence and acted as his principal assistant 
and advisor on J9TPS activities, and one representative each from the 
Army, JFavy, Marine Corps, and Air Force. These service representatives 
served as a personal staff for the director and his deputy, represented 
their services in policy matters, and performed a liaison function. 

They were not in the compand channel. Representatives from unified 

and specified commands supplying forces to the SIOP and a JCS liaison 

% 

group were also attached to the staff. The CINC representatives (the 
number assigned was at the discretion of their commander) participated 
in the preparation of the SIOP and NSTL. They were not integrated .into 
the staff, but were directly responsible to their respective camnanders. 
A JCS liaison group, an integral part of the Joint Staff, JCS, assisted 
the DSTP in Interpreting JCS guidance and informed the JCS and the ser¬ 
vices of progress in the preparation of the NSTL and S.IOP. The - CINC 
and service representatives served as a Policy Ccmadttee under the 
chairmanship of the deputy director. This committee reviewed and 

t 
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approved policy; disagreements went to the director for final decision. 
Also part of the Office of the Director was the Secretariat, respon¬ 
sible for administration and personnel supervision. The second cate¬ 
gory consisted of the two production units of the Target Staff—the 
National Strategic Target List Division and the Single Integrated Oper¬ 
ational Plan Division—which took their names frcm the work they per¬ 
formed.^ (j&f 

The initial Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) of 269 spaces re¬ 
quested for the above organization was divided as follows: SAC re¬ 
sources - ibo officers, 57 airmen, and 22 civilians; Army - 10 officers; 
Navy - 29 officers; Air Force - 8 officers: and Marine Corps - 3 offi¬ 
cers. 1 * 8 jgsf 


On 1 September- i 960 the JCS approved the proposed organization, <-• 
officially designating it the Joint Strategic Target Planning Agency 
(JSTPA),* and the initial Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) consisting 
of 50 military spaces to be added to the 197 SAC military personnel 
working in related areas. In one change, the JCS stipulated that the 
deputy chief of the SIOP Division be a Navy officer in the'grade of 

Kn 

rear admiral or captain. y J$) 

u' 

Subsequently, as a result of the survey made of the NSTL Division' s 
intelligence structure and the intelligence support' agencies of SAC 


* On 29 September i 960 the JCS redesignated the organization as the 
Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff, (SM-957-60; "Strategic 
Target Planning," 29 Sep 60 .) 


e 0 Hf rTg&w fb 


! 





































DECLASSIFIED FEB 1 3 2007 


Headquarters, at the Chief of Naval Operation's request, the Deputy 
Director of JSTPS requested 69 additional military spaces, which wiJh 
the exception of 5 airmen from the Air Force vers to he furnished Zy 
the Navy and Army. Forty of these vere to be assigned to Headquarters 
SAC Intelligence functions and 29 to the JSCPS.' 5 After review, the 
JCS approved the interim augmentation of 29 military personnel and 3 
civilian spaces, hut disapproved the additional 40.* 5 ’ L 

The organization to prepare the first NSTL and SIOP was assembled 
in haste because the SecDef had ordered the two documents completed by 
lh December i 960 . Emphasis had been placed on acquiring the hest 
people from the services to do the job; not much analysis had been 
made of existing capability within the SAC staff. But with completion 
of. the initial NSTL and SIO?* 'the organization could be adapted for xne 
future, i.e., the work of keeping the documents current. General Power 

recommended a reduction; the non-SAC authorization would be reduced 

.* % 

from 83 to 75 spaces and SAC personnel in a dual function status would 
be cut from 219 to HI. He also asked that the number of permanent 
representatives of the CINCs he held to a minimum.^' 

The Army and Navy did not agree* The Chief of Naval Operations i • 
did not think it adequately represented all services at all levels, sut 
favored the Air Force. Because the duties of the NSTL Division concerned 
primarily intelligence and target selection, in the Navy 1 s opinion all 


¥r Hie preparation of these documents vill be treated later In this 
history 
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services should be equally represented- neither did Admiral Burke 
favor the proposal to reduce the number of the CHIC representatives, 
preferring instead to leave their appointment to the.discretion of the 
camaander concerned* Injecting a new feature, the CNO recommended cre¬ 
ation of an intelligence panel, with representatives from the CINCs, 
the services, the Joint Staff, and the Central Intelligence;Agency, 
n * . .to provide the broadest and most expert intelligence base which 
can be achieved to support the SI OP. The Array did net think the 
proposed manning met the criteria of a joint staff,, nor did it agree 
with maintaining SAC officers With two jobs in key positions, except 
for the D9EP. It recommended equal representation-among services in 
the NSTL Division and proportional representation (based on committed 
forces) in the SIOP Division.^ 

The DSEP argued that existing JCS guidance for creation'of joint ^ 
staffs did not provide precedent for assignment of joint staff respon¬ 
sibilities to a specified command. He defended the JTD as representing 
his interpretation of JCS guidance; it was the most economical, made 
the most efficient use of space and technical equipment, and most ad- 

• v\- 

hered to the composition of forces and weapons assigned to the plan. 

He had not used forces submitted to the plan as a basis for represen¬ 
tation; if he had the Navy and Marine Corps would have been reduced by 
one-half. In the document 14 key positions out of 3^ were identified 
as Army, Navy, or Marine Corps (4l per cent)* Although the DSTP had 
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no requireaent for an intelligence panel, he welcomed the addition of 
one intelligence officer from each of the CINCs to- monitor SIOP intel¬ 
ligence, and he agreed to the addition of 10 personnel.to provide "con¬ 
fidence” and coordination of intelligence "by unified and specified ccm- 

m & (V) 
manders.” ( 0 ) 


After considering the new proposal and the above comments by the 
services, ohe new SecDex, Hobert S. McNamara, notified General Power 

that he had "complied fully" with directives issued by Secretary Gates, 

gg[ Gs) 

but that he should realign the JTD using the following guidance;^ ( 0 ) 


A. Persons occupying key positions in the NSIL Divi¬ 
sion of JSTPS will be assigned no other duties. 

w 

3. Key positions in the NSTL Division will be filled 
v by the best qualified officers regardless of their 

service affiliation. {0) 

, C. Key positions in the SIOP Division will be filled 
J by service representatives essentially in propor¬ 
tion to the forces each service provides for the 
execution of the SIOP. (9^ 

D. The JSTPS should be organized so as' to receive, 
evaluate and utilize pertinent intelligence from 
all available resources. However, no ’Joint . 
Intelligence Review Panel’ appears necessary. 

The revised JTD submitted 27 April 19ol was essentially the same 
basic organization as proposed in January: 3k- key positions and a 
total of 136 military and civilian personnel. Sixteen positions in 
the NSTL Division, however, were identified as "no service specified"; 














it 


tne be 0 t qualified, would oe chosen for these posts irrespective of ser* 
5T 

In the DSTP's opinion., the guiding principle of the JSTPS or- 
gan^av,io^ was, . . • that of service representation proportional to 
service forces involved." 5 The organization as submitted was ap¬ 
proved by the JCS on U June. 59 (*)(V) 


Preparation of SIQP-62 

General. Power, in his capacity as DSTP, was guided by the National 
Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy (NSTAP), a JCS document which 
rmed the core of *his nation *s strategic strike plp-nringj |^pccific 
objectives of this policy were to destroy or neutralize Sino-Sovlet 

strategic st-riKe forces and major military and government .control 
^ers ; and to strike,prban-industrial centers to achieve the level 
destruction indicated in Study 200^J These objectives were to be 

^conpl_sned by integrating strategic forces and directing them against 
a minimum list of targets. 60 jgf* 

""’he f^rst task of the JSPPS after its organization was to determine 
what targets were to be attacked. On 18 August General Power directed 
his Directorate of Intelligence to prepare a preliminary target list, 
initial meeting of the Staff six days later Intelligence pre- 

work-jn g^list, .•m ovrn.^as_the National Strategic-Target Data Base 
(NSTDB) of abour 


-7 < 

' \ 


tj^OOO targets• % >A. Steering Committee headed hy Admiral^ j 

* fSfSs?® 3arL Wvlsion ' “ d tbe ginc Q ! 
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jv&rktr insured that the targeting needs of all the CINCs were satisfied. 
General Power wanted the final list to include only targets which had 
been positively identified and located* 

Basic to the preparation of the KSTL was the NSEDB, a compilation 
of|sino-Soviet targets of strategic significance^representing tne com¬ 
bined knowledge of U.3. intelligence sources. By a’process of refine¬ 
ment the highest prin v, ''.t' r targets in this target data base eventually 
comprised the WSTL. after assigning a relative worth to the targets 
in the base by means of a target weighing system,* tfce process of devel¬ 


oping desired ground zeros (DGZb) began, jy In stallations were, grouped 
— . ..--.jksr 

/ into target islands or groups of proximate installations identified as 
( • • 
complexes. Computer programming then selected the optimum number and 

location of DGZs within the islands which when struck would achieve the 

desired degree of destruction. The results were verified manually. 

After the number of weapons available and the degree, of assurance of 

delivering a weapon to each bcmb release line were determined, 




considering ;the number o: 



___ Existing SAC military and urban-industrial weighing'system 
was modified in coordination with CINC representatives. ( Manu al, 
’’Target Weighing System,” 19 Dec 60, prepared by JSTPS, B-7TT5 0 ; 

I CM, Col J. M. Philpott, Ch, NSTL Div, JSTPS, to ICQ, “JSTPS 
History,” 9 Oet<Sl*? B-8o6oh.) 
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Parker insured that the targeting needs of all the CINCs were ‘satisfied. 
General Power wanted the final list to include only targets ijihich had*. 


been positively identified and located 




\ 


Basic to the preparation of the RSTL was the NSTI©, a compilation 
of : |sino-Soviet targets of strategic significance^epresenting the col- 
bined knowledge of U*3# intelligence sources. By a process of refine- 
ment the highest priority targets in this target data base eventually 
comprised the NSIL. After assigning a relative worth to the targets 
in the base by means of a target weighing system,* the process of devel- 
oping desired, ground zeros (DGZs) began.^retaliations were grouped 
/ into target islands or groups of proximate Installations identified: as 
complexes. Computer programming then selected the optimum number and 
’ location of DGZs vithin the islands which when struck, would achieve the 
desired degree of destruction. The results were verified mam-ally.. 
After the number of weapons available and the degree of assurance of 
delivering a weapon to each ban'D release line were determined, a process 
of "optimum targeting" was employed in selecting the number of K32.3 -that 
should be attacked and the desired assurance of delivery to be applied 
to each DGZ. An "optimum mix" DGZ list, the best combination of types 
of targets (military and urban-industrial^considering the number of ^ 


I* A complex process of determining the relative worth of potential r. o 
I military and urban-industrial' targets by application of a point sys¬ 
tem. This ranking was the basis for D2Z development a nd Dg Z pri-; (. 
ority. Existing SAC military and urban-industrial weighing' system 
"Was modified in coordination with CI1TC representatives. (Manual,:. 
"Target Weighing System," 19 Dec 6o, prepared by J2TPS, B-TJT5°J 
I0M,- -Col J. M. Philpott, Ch, NSEL Div, JSSPS, to DO, "JSTPS 
History," 9 Oct 6l, B-8o6oh.) 
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weapons available, vnich would accomplish objectives*, get down in the 

N81AP, w r as Jbhus developed.^ Upon completion of the . SI OP this list 

contained^HHHBl in the USSR, HHH China,, mim European 
satellites, 

• 63 <*sr 
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Concurrent with work on the target system, personnel of the SIOP 
representatives analyzed capabilities of forces sub- 
nutted by the CINCs preparatory to applying these forces to xhe target 
system.* Only ^orces and capabilities existing in December i960 were 
considered in the SI OP-62. Reliability planning factors for each wea¬ 
pon system were also detennined and submitted to the Policy Committee 
far approval. W /; • 


In the irddcLie of September i960 work began on applying weapon syt>- 
terns gathered by SIOP Division to the DGZs prepared by NSTL Division. 
j^The target system was divided into two parts^ SD b.3(b)( 5 ) 

CINCIANT, CINCPac, ana C_NCSAG committed forces to the SIOP and they 
f nte grated directly into the plan, but SACEur forces were in- 
c a e only or. a coordinated basis. This came about because of the 
? T P fb nature of the command, i.e., it contained foreign’ as veil as 
” b ’ ' The SACEur forces are shown in the STOP; liaison be- 

een . SClIvCEur and JSTPS produced mutually satisfactory uarget cover 
y® support • (Memo for AH Concerned, JSTPS "Minutes of the 
Dmth Meeting of the.Policy Committee," 21 Oct 60; Interview, R. 

with Lt Col F. N. Milieu, Asst CUJCSAC Hep, JSTPS, 

H Mar 62; ICM, Col P. J. Long, SACEur Senior Rep, JSTPS, to JXIH 
Review of El story of JSTPS, 1 ' 15 Mar 62, B~ 825 So) ' 
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application teams vers formed, (Sco Chart next 

page) Their work consisted of studying air defenses, selecting tac¬ 
tics, determining attrition probability, and studying weapons effects 
and constraints policy.* A definite type aircraft or missile was then 
assigned to a definite target. Alert forces** reacting to tactical 
warning were integrated first against the highest priority targets IH 
■MK • Follcw-on forces,*** not maintained in a condition to react 

’ 5 

immediately, were then targeted to take advantage of the disruption 
caused by the alert strike, to increase probability of destruction of 
high priority targets, and to expand the NSIL coverage."| Coordinating"^ 

OSD 3.3(b)( S ) TMr 

The JCS constraints policy required that:. 
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{Sec V to JSTP3 ( :Rpt:l)'::"JCS Constraints," to Memo for 
Constraint PoTiby^fron DfJTP, B- 78376.) . V' 


1 9 
1 9 


** .- ^bis Va g_a force of-874 deliv ery systems (14 4-7 weapons)/rea cting 

ion fixed bases, mobile 

. tnesj/ (Briefing, "MSTL’ and STOP Pre- 

sentation 


carriers and Polaris submarines)/ (Briefing, "NSEL' and SIO! 
entation to SecDef," 1 Dec.6.0,Tea II,,B- 7767 I*) 

*** Consisting of 1464 aircraft and'missiles and 1976 weapons (Ibid.). 
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strikes vas difficult because of f-e 

** 5 ~ ed, k variety of delivery svsteir.s 

a:id weapons tara^en 

example, forces available consisted of such 

^i'Srpent systems as the B -52 the F mr- j ... 

1 r- ’ h f-100, and uie ATLAS and the Mace j 

I - ^a._c.o—_iy factors varie 
^Hiln missiles; 

/isla; and CEPs ranged 


If or missiles.! 

Detailed source data sheets were p-e^red on 

cu^reci ou each, sortie. 

contained information cn^o^t , 

ll^| 0D on garge ts by sortie, 

type weapon delivered 

’ 3 typa After ftrtW W-4 

: -ight planning th* connict^ 

.. CTPl ‘ tS *«4 ww. vas- rur, ttrou*; 

ccoip-j cer to jresolve 11 - 



Sr.r»n* t 


ixe 'timing s'ri 6 tfoi 


- 1- / ■ WJ — —. 

„ „ - b ' C “ e * — ? * »• «* sWautf vara dev-.e-ec 

° PhS ^ tlea specified TasV . •■ ' 

Dn1v *. force commanders received 

»-aose sheets n*vp P n v ^ , . . , . 

+ ‘ ‘ ^ 6Q tC thair missioa * At the tactical 

" 7 buTXiie timlc e for individual sorties m 

. hAO , „ Ue ° was ex tne-cted from the timing 

- *"* 1 “ as "“ 4 *«• - ^ ^ follers * ^ 
“°” k " * WW °‘ ~ «. CO. 

^ “* — — ~ adjeatoerrs 

Ss-iW X C ? ntaiaed tbree appendices• 6 -,v « . v ’ . ^ 

' D *rr air craft and missile recavitntat-^ ^ lrain 3 f °t aircraft and 

'* a Tcra ^ t missile recapitulation 1 ! aca ounting line num- 
- p u^,ion by target cumber and DC-Z. 
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weapons available, which would accomplish objectives set daw in tfre 

^ Upon couplet ion of the SI OP this list . 

China, 'SS9HHI Suro P ean 



NSTAP, was thus developed, 
contained jichs EGZs (706 in the USSR, 
satellites 7 

Concurrent with work on the target system, personnel of the STOP L 
Division and CISC representatives analyzed capabilities of forces .sui>* 
mitted hy the CINCs preparatory to applying these forces to the target 
system.* Only forces and capabilities existing in December ~i?60 were 
considered in the SI0F-6B. Reliability planning factors for‘each wea¬ 
pon system were also determined and submitted to the Policy Commi“ee 
for approval. 0 ^ 4 ®)* 

In the middle of September I960 vorh began on applying weapon sys¬ 
tems gathered by SIOP Division to the DC-Zs prepared by HSPL Division. 

IjThe target system vaa divided Into two parts-^ttose targets east of 

JT* COTCLAOT, CINCPac, and CINCSAO committed forces to the SIOP and. they 
were integrated directly into the plan, but SACEur forces were^in- 
cluded only on a coordinated basis. This came about because of^the 
special nature of the command, i.e., it contained foreign,-as well as 
U.S*. forces. The SACEur forces are sham in the SIOP; li&ison be¬ 
tween USCIISCEur and JS1PS produced mutually satisfactory target cover 
age and support. (Memo for All Concerned, JSTP3 “Minutes of the 
Ninth Meeting of the.Policy Committee, ir 21 Oct 60; Interview, R. 

Kipp, Historian, with Lt Col F. N. Milieu, Asst CINCSAC Hep, 1STPS, 

21 Mar 62, 

“Review 
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52; ICM, Col P. J. Long, SACEur Sector Hep, J2EPS/ to 3XXH, . 
of History of J2TPS," 15 Mar 62, B- 82560 ) -f&r 


» T0P SECR - ET - 

































TOP SECRE - T - 


21 


|lOO° east longitude ana those vest of 100° east longitude- 'Two force 
application teams were formed, one for each sector. (See Chart next 

V* 

page) Their work consisted of studying air defenses, selecting tac¬ 
tics, determining attrition probability, and studying weapons effects 
and constraints policy.* A definite type aircraft or missile was then 
assigned to a definite target. Alert forces** reacting to tactical 
warning were integrated first against the highest priority targets 

mmft 


Follow-on forces,*** not maintained in a condition' to react 
immediately, were then targeted to take advantage of the disruption 
caused by the alert strike, to increase probability of destruction of 
high priority targets, and to expand the NSTL coverage. j Coordinating 


1 




The JCS constraints policy required that: 

a. Surface bursts in satellite areas he held to the minimum 
demanded by military necessity, { ' TSPS j* 

b. In [Russia and China, weapons should be employedto: 

{1) Reduce civil destruction and casualties to tlie mini¬ 
mum demanded by military necessity when primary undertakings apply. 



c- Surface burst weapons be limited in critical areas to insure* 

JCS are not exceeded, ■ ( ■ ?£&£ )~j 


that the expected dose limits set by the 

(Sec V to JSEPS Rpt 1, ”JCS Constraints/' to Memo for JCS, “Fallout 
Constraint Policy," from. WJIF, B-78376.) 

This was a £or.ce of 87^- delivery systems (l44T weapons)^reacting 
within 15 minutes if located on fixed bases, and two hours if mobile 
(carriers and Polaris submarines j/ (Briefing, U NSEL and SICP Pre¬ 
sentation to SecDef/ 1 1 Dec 60, vcl II, 3-77671 ♦) 

Consisting of 14& aircraft and missiles and 1976 weapons (ibid *) ■ 

-{fTI 9-V r 


u 


• mm data - 

TOP S - EG - RET -- 



' E.O. 12958, as amended 
Section 3.3(b)(5) 




























































J 





















































r 


4- &P. 5 - l - m - H - 

strikes vas dirficult 'because of the great variety of delivery .systems 

■*“' , * % *” ** 

and weapons targeted. For example* forces available consisted of such 
divergent systems as the B-52* the F-l00 ; and the ATLAS and th$ JMace; 
^reliability factors varied from 8l to 95 psr cent in aircraft to 3® "ko 
75 cent in missiles; weapons varied frem 

yield; and CEPs ranged from 300 to 3000 feet for aircraft to 2500 to, ; ’ 
12,000 feet for missilesJ ^£6) * 

Detailed source data sheets vere prepared on each sortie.- They. .. 
contained information ongargets by sortie* sortie entry point'on the.. 
H-Hour Control Line (HHCL)* tactics used* post-strike base cr recovery 
area; type weapon delivered* and type vehicle.] After further- detailed 
flight planning, the complete source data program vas run through SAC 1 b 
704 computer to ^re solve time over target conflicts. Strike timing sheets 
for each of l6 options "became Annex F* to the SIOP-62 and vere delivered 

Task force ccron&nders received 



Portions denied are S-FRC 
and thus outside of 
ISCAP’s jurisdiction 




t 


to the unified ana specified commands 
r only those sheets directly related to their mission. At the tactical 

; _ . I | 

\ unit* strike aiming for individual sorties vas extracted freer the timing 1 \ 

67 


sheets and integrated into the individual combat mission folders.* 






After the work of applying committed forces to targets vas cam- . - 
pleted* da mage assessed* and necessary refinements and adjustments made* 


-j 

i 


* The annex contained three appendices: strike timing for aircraft and | j * 
missiles* aircraft and missile recapitulation by accounting line nnin- 1t 
ber* and aircraft and missile recapitulation by target number and DGZ. 1 J ) 
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NSEL vas produced. It was a list of all National Strategic Target 
Data Base installations to Be attacked in the SIOP. These targets fell 
into^three general groups. 68 (fif**' 

(l) A minimum number of targets whose timely ana 

assured destruction will accomplish the specific 
object-ves set forth in the NSTAP (this was the 
, minimum NSTLJ. 

^ t f rgets nsc ®ssarily struck in order to 

strike the targets in (.1) above. 

^ ^/fSf 3 "' rhicil the DST ? and the CIBCs agree 
takeG under attack and those other in- 
^ ational Strategic Target Lata 
^^.sagno-ficanoly damaged because of co-location^] 

1 December i 960 the SecDef., JCS, commanders of. unified and speci- t 
fled «« committing forces to the Slop, and other high ranking no¬ 
tary and civilian leaders, J2J» an, gathered , t Headquarters SAC for 
Seringa on SJCWe* Resented were the H®.; operational concepts; ' 
enemy deienses, force application; assessment of sortie success, damage, i 

ana casualties; and dissents to the plan. 70 (&&? * 

'5 - %, j (■/}[67 l 

The deplete SI0P-S2 was a detailed plan of what targets ears to / 

attached, by what forces, and in what manner during the initial atm- \ 
tegic attenuate* the Sino-Soviet BloeTVrt superseded any conflict- \ 
ing guidance contained in the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan. Eight f 
annexes represented the hey portions of the plan; intelligence,, re- f 

sponsibilltiea and command relationships, at«ic, concept of operation., j 
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coordinating instructions, strike timing, communications, and adminis¬ 
trative procedures* ^The JCS, acting under orders from the President, 
I reserved the prerogative of putting the plan into effect. Its mission 


was to: 


.72 


f Factors such 


a. Destroy or neutralize the Sino-Soviet strategic 
nuclear capability and primary military and 
government controls of major importance. 

*b. Attack-the major urban-industrial centers of- 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc to the extent necessary 
to paralyze the economy and render the Sino- 
Soviet Bloc incapable of continuing war. 



I were 

planned in minute detail. 73 a degree of flexibility was built into -che 
plan,, however. HBHoptions for executing the plan were available,' 
based on the amount of warning available.* Strategic Air Command's. •' 
alert force could be launched under positive control. 
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Disagreements vith certain SICF -62 planning fact cars were presented 
at the onefing by ClJSCIant’s senior representative to the JCS, Rear 

Adraral J. J. Hyland. Although they had earlier been resolved b.y the 

75 • 

DSTP ; by JCS direction they were presented as part of the SecDef brief 

• 7^ 

ing. rirstj Admiral Hyland objected to what he called thefjSlPS policy 

[°* jUStifylng a aa3dlnuni rathe ^ than a minimum target list. Porces vere 
rigidly c omitted to the SIOP as first priority, giving the ccracander 
little latitude in hitting other targets important t.o him. Because of 



expanded the target list beyond what CINCLant believed to be specific 
objectives of the HSTAP.^ rng Dapp , s ^ ^ 

forces should be 



Second, the CIKCLant Senior Representative dis¬ 
agreed with the weather factors developed for the SIOP, He believed 
the plan to use visual delivery aircraft to attack at random tlies to 
be erroneous. He also disagreed with the process of averaging the good 
daylight capability of these aircraft with their poor night capability. 

This resulted in a low assurance factor which must then be raised by 
assigning 
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the NSTL was produced. It was' a list of all National Strategic Target 

4 . ' 

Bata Base installations to he attacked in the SIOP. These targets, fell 


lnto|three general groups. 


68 


/Si 


(l) A minimum number of targets whose timely and 

assured destruction will accomplish the specific 
objectives set forth in the NSTAP (this was the 
minimum NSTL) „ 

(2J Defensive targets necessarily struck in order to 
strike the targets in (l) above. •/. 

(3) Other targets which the DSTP and the CINCs agree 
should be taken under attack and those ether in¬ 
stallations in the IJational Strategic Target Uata 
Base significantly damaged because of co-location. | r 

J* 


On 1 December I960 the SecDef, JCS, cccmamders of unified and' speci 
fied commands comitting forces to the SIOP, and other high ranking mili 
tary and civilian leaders, 32 in ail, gathered at Headquarters SAC for 
briefings on SIOP- 62 .^ | Presented were the NSTL; operational-concepts; 
enemy defenses; force application; assessment of sortie success, damage, 


and casualties; and dissents to the plan .^ 0 4 sK -4 


sibUO 




67: 

The complete SIOP -62 was a detailed plan of what targets -were to 
be attacked, by what forces, and in what manner during the initial stra¬ 
tegic attacl^against the Sino- Soviet Elo 9* superseded any'.conflict¬ 
ing guidance contained in the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan. Eight 
annexes represented the key portions of the plan; intelligence, ref 
sponsibilities and command relationships, atomic, concept of operations,' 


























coordinating instructions, strike timing, communications, and admirds- 



reserved the prerogative of putting the plan into effect. Itp mission 


was to:"^ - (iPffi - 


a. Destroy or neutralize the Sino-Soviet strategic' 
nuclear capability and primary military and 
government controls of major importance. 

d. Attack-the major urban-industrial centers of 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc to the extent necessary 
to paralyze the economy and render the Sino- ; 


Soviet Bloc incapable of continuing war* 


f Factors such as time over target, launch ba.se, delivery vehicle* 
^ . 

“weapon, height of burst, DuZ, delivery route, tactics, and timing w^re 


planned j.n minute detail,^ A degree of flexibility was built into the 


plan, however. Sixteen options for executing the plan vere available, 
j based on the amount of warning available.* Strategic Air Comiarid^ 
alert force could be launched under positive control. Follow-on forces 
caild be held and redirected before the execution message was received 
and manned systems in the follow-on force could be recalled even when 
airborne; mobile forces (aircraft carriers and missile submarines) coulc 
launch from alternate positions; and fixed missiles had dual targets/^ 




on 1 was the alert option; only the alert force could he launched 
r this condition. Options 2 through 15 vere based on progressive 
ncreasing preparation time from 1 to 28 hoars. Option i5 was ;; 
icated on a minimum of 28 hours preparation time for all; forces 
endlx 1 to Chap 10, «TSEPS Planning Manual, 1 Apr 6l). 
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Disagreements with certain STCP -62 planning factors were presented 

at the briefing by CIJffCLant 1 s senior representative to the JC«S, Rear 

Admiral J. J. Hyland- Although they had earlier been resolved by the 
75 

DSTP, by JCS direction they were presented as part of the SacDef brief 
£ 

ing* Rirstj Admiral Hyland objected to what he called thefjHTPS policy 

*—* W 

I of justifying a max i mum rather than a minimum target list. Forces were 
I rigidly committed to the SI OP as first priority, giving the commander 
little latitude in hitting other targets important tp him. Because .of 
guidance that only SI OP forces would strike HSTL targets, many theater 

90k « 

targets were placed on the list to. make sure they were struck* fhi*s 
expanded the target list beyond what CINCLant believed to be Specific 
objectives of the HSTAP. ^ The DSPP’s decision had been that ; - exc ess 
forces should be used to increase the assurance of delivery of high 


priority targets rather than for attacking additional targetS’-not part 
of the minimum k T STL. 1 Second, the CltfCLant Senior Representative dis¬ 
agreed with the weather factors developed for the SIOP. He believed 
the plan to use visual delivery aircraft to attack at random tidies to 
be erroneous. He also disagreed with the process of averaging the good 
daylight capability of these aircraft with their poor' night capability. 
This resulted in a low assurance factor which must then be raised by 
assigning additional sorties. DlHCIant contended that if a carrier 
visual delivery aircraft was assigned a DGZ and the strike order came 
at night or during bad weather it could wait and deliver the weapon the j 

* ' Wi li l 
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. +u - General P ^r had earlier em ? ha- 

zed that the weather factor was an i m ^ 

, P°rtant one in determining the 

Probability that a non-all v «,*v. ~ 

+h . ^ 3USSion Wo ^ be capable of .-doing 

-he job assigned at any time during th. - 

. *«?<**«*»*. 

prevent tne mission from eventual-?!, vl., ■ 
n n tko , eventually oeing accom¬ 

plished successfully bu 4 - tv,*, . 

p °r planning t> ’ " ^ssion would not be completed as planned. 

P nning purposes in SlOP-fio -p 

' ‘ sttike 5eleoted at 

that Pr °"“ lgat ' Sa '-' hl “ represented the probabilities 

that weather and visibility Condi+s „ ' 

* —U-veather ^ ^ 

38 to * per cent.88 ^ ^ J ’ ***« *"» 

' ^ weather was favorable „ Routing SlOP-fe 

avorable non-ali-veather aircraft «™i. 

but if it vas -iniv,,, v , Ttould go as scheduled, 

aS Avorable individual CINCs w «,™ 

schedules 81 T n M USe alt ^mate launch 

uuu.es» i n has third ^ 

assurance factor used * aaMs . \ ^ “f* 4 

Percentage to use was a tat* th ' 'Pcciflc 

« -nse involved in ~ 

of delivery on any - * 90 ** cent assurance 

* 7 single target was too great for th fl=> 

--- fiMat for the results potained. 82 
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I same as if the order had come In daylight and good weather- Because of 

carrier mobility, commanders ware not required to launch immediately 

». 

70 ,-r 

upon receipt of tactical warning. General Power had earlier /empha¬ 
sized that the weather factor was an important one in determining the 

probability that a non-all-weather mission would be capable of doing 

\ 

the job assigned at any time during the year. A delay of launching due 
to weather might not prevent the mission fran eventually being accom¬ 
plished successfully, but the mission would net be completed as planned. 
For planning purposes in SIOP-62 ,> for a strike selected at rantl'cm, per- 
ceniage figures vere promulgated which represented the probabilities 
that weather and visibility conditions in each area would permit target 
identification by non-all-weather aircraft.* The percentage ranged fran 
38 to 5^ per cent. General Paver decided that in executing &ZOP -62 
if weather was favorable nun-all-weather aircraft would go as scheduled, 

but if it was unfavorable individual CITCCs would use alternate -launch 

8l r 

schedules. In his third dissent. Admiral Hyland disagreed with the . 

assurance factor used in SIOP-62. Although he agreed that the .specific 

percentage to use was a matter of judgment, in his opinion the effort' 

and expense involved in planning fee: higher than 90 per cent assurance. 


of delivery on any single target was too great for the results Obtained. 


82 


** The equation was thus: the probability of.success is equal to the 
reliability of the weapon system times the enreute and target area 
survivability of the weapon system times the probability of 
target identification for all-weather aircraft. 
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. ae B3n ’' S deC if on ° f 31 October i960 had placed tlJ^cclaasur^ceT"’ 
// a t 97 per centj^ "' _ 

The SI0P-62 vas approved without major charge hy the JCS, SecDef, 
and the President on 2 December to be effective 1 April I96I. 8 * The 
plan vent into effect on that date. 85 

Summary 

5*e Single Integrated Operational Plan for 1962 represented a unique 
advancement in war planning. Prior to its development, atomic targeting 
oordinated after the fact, handicapping mutual support and economy 
After lengthy consideration of the issue by the JCS produced 
no ucammixy of opinion, the Chairman proposed a national strategic tar¬ 
geting policy. The Secretary of Defense accepted this plan and directed 
it be used as guidance by CEKSAC in his new capacity as Director of 
Strategic Target Planning. In his decision of l£ August i960, the Sec¬ 
retary decided a strategic command vas not needed, but-neither did he 
think target planning could be done within existing JCS capabilities. 

He created the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff, fesponsible to _ 

the JCS, but located at Headquarters SAC. The JSTPS replaced the World- ! 

Wide Coordination Conference met-h^ n p* 

koa oj. planning coordination /although 

operational coordination vae ^ ^ 

ion vas s.iU required in theJPost H-Hour phase jl 

declassified FEB 1 3 2007 
12958 as amended 

- hief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 






























E 


'§“&6 s # i £f a& DECLASSIFIED FEB 1 3 2007 
Authority: EO 12958 as amended 
Chief, Records & Declass Div, WHS 


29 




|of nuclear warT*J Working with. a short deadline, a nucleus of SAC offi¬ 
cers, assisted by officers of other services essigned to the new organi¬ 
zation, produced the first IfSTL and SIOP in less than four months. As 
expected, the process was not completed without differences, arising 
frcm diverse service concepts, but they did not interfere with submis¬ 
sion ox the final plan to the SecDef on 1 December and its acceptance 
at ohat >-ine. The JSTPS was not a panacea for all the problems of nuc¬ 
lear strike coordination, but it was a beginning, a. foundation for future 
development. 


| * JCS 2C)56/251, "Coordination of Atomic Operations' " 11 fey $1 

! S C atS 0 °co S o Sf y 2T ^ • B ~ 7982 °‘ ^ ^ eSect S £?P on 

ifj 8 coordination system could not be accurately evaluated 

: the TOrla -« 4e 
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